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{trfw nf«r fftr JwnRf ^ stftpnfnff jm wrff f«Bq 

Orders and Notifications issaed by Central Authorities (other than Administrations et Union 

Territories) 


WTOT P-tdfnn amiH 

pF?f>, 1 'fiWti', 19se 

3TT. SI. 37 :—W>-i: Stf^qJT, 1950 ( 1950 

«i.T 43 ) "p) artr i.-vp Tf ■awr^r ( i) jm jr^n inT'Ki’fl 

tfrr 5i7fm niTjt jr^, wro f^T^i-^r rrmp, fiT^>3T ^r^rn: % 'TVTiTe' 
% iSfV % WT^T Tt; *4, f,TiPT fTij, o . rpv., f^TTfVrti 

W^rn; % fiwTO siT^ spt pnniTr €i 

% fW ^7’T ^ ITW Klferfl' Pp 

W ^iqfjlfftT^ fiV^i S I 

[if. 1.5 i/iWr./83] 

a, 

'9TT. T"r TTT^r, irN^, 

rWwiT 

RLECTION COMMISSION OF TNCHA 
New Delhi, the 4th Fcbriiaiy. 1986 
O.N, 27.—In exerciic oi' the powert, conferred by 
.Sjih-scction (1) of section 13A of the Rcpresenhition of 
the People Act, 19,50 (43 of 1950), the Election Oom- 
mis'tion of India, in consui'lction with the Oovernment of 
Mizoram hereby nominates Shri Takap Rinfiu (IAS) Devc- 
lopnienl Coimyissioner of Union Territory of h)fiz«irant #s 
the Chief Eleclioral Officer for the Union Territory of 
Miioram with effect from Lite date he takes ov«r chyrnc and 

1526 GI/85-1. 


until further orders vice Shri I.alkhama, IAS. 

[No. 154|MrZI831 
By Order, 

R, P. BHALIA, Secy. 
Election Comiulssion of India 

nt f^FTl, 10 'ITC'tO', 1986 

srr. W, 27 :— 198.5 Vt^ff Jf. 5 WrF j yfT 

^ ttpfl^ 11-10-8 5 % nT^iil Tt 
5flT JtfoftTftniT WftrfWr, 1 95 I f 1951 9.1 43 ) ^ mtl 106 
iJtpilTT (9,) % SITtTTir if' yfRU SfliTlvRr 

't.vrrr ^1 

[if. 83/1? tr.-ifr. H- /s/ 8?( (pad*)) 

xiT^tfr if, 

19 S! TI 17 T 4 mT T 

uiUT 3ira>T 

New Delhi, the lOth February, 1986 
O.N. 28.—In pursuance of the sub-section fa) Of 

Section 106 of ihe Representation of the People Act, 1951 
(43 of 1951), I he Election Commission hereby publishes the 
order dat»d the 1 1-1(1-1985 of the High Copit of Judica¬ 
ture at Ah'ahabad, (T.ueknow Bench) in Election Petition 
No. 5 o( 1985. 

[No. 82/UP-IIP/5/8.'i (LKW)I 
By Order, 

S. D. PERSHAD, Under Sacy., 
Election Commission of India 
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the noiBi«aiiijn p£fp«r was not found in the Elcctrol 
Roll. The netitionei satisfied the Returning; OfiScer 
hy sub7)iittinK a written application mentioning 
therein that Shital and Shitla Ihasad Sonkar is 
one and the same person and indicated that the 
petitioner was commonly known us Shital. But the 
Rtlnrnint: Oilicer took a hyper technical view of 
the matter rod rejected the nomination paper 
Ot the vet.'.ioni-T v,.,hout permittinjt the petiiioncr 
to cou'c^l his technical and piintind erior. The 
petitioner pointed out to the Returning OaHicer tliut 
proviso of the Fiilvsection 4 of Section 33 enjoins 
the duty on the Rctorninfi Olliccr and empowere 
him to overlook such technical and printing error.” 


A.F.R. No. 139 of 1985 

IN THi: HON’BLH HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE 
AT ALLAHABAD 
(LUCKNOW BENCH. LUCKNOW) 

Election Petition No. 5 of 1985 
C. M. Application No. 117(E) of 1985 and 
C. M. Application No. 118(E) of 1985 

Shitla Prasad Sonkar alias Shital. 
age^ 35 years, son of Mnhara] Din, 
resident of MohaU'a Banyan Tola Biilaki Ounj, 

V. S. Kotwali, Rae Bareli. 

Versus 

1. Arun Kumar Nehru, son of not known. 

roMUuai, of 3, Moti Lai Nehru Road, 

New Delhi. 

2. Returning Officer, 

23, Rae Bareli Parliamentary (Constituency, 

Rae Bai'eli. 

3. Sahayak NirvacLan Adhikari, 

23, Rae Bareli Parliamentary Constituency, 

Rae BareU. . .Respondent. 

Counsel for Petitioner.—Shri B. Solaman, Shri M Deeley, 
Sri. J. K- Suim, Sri A. K. Asthna, Sri Jafar 
Mahmud. 

Counsel for Opp. Party.—Sri J. Bhalla. 

Retition under section 81 of the representation of peopfes 
Act, 1951 


Lucknow dated.—11-10*1985 

Hon’bPe S. Saghir Ahmad, J.—Bv this election petition filed 
under the Repicscutalion of People Act, 1951 thereinafter 
referred to as the .\ci), the cetiiioner has challenged the 
el^ion of respondent no. 1 as Member of the Lok Sabha 
from 23-Rae Baicli Parliamentaiy Constituency, on the 
grounds, Inter alia, that his (petitioner’s) nomination paper 
had been wrongly icjectcd by the Returning Officer and 
that, in any case, the poll shoul'd have been counler-manded 
on account Of the asoa'isination of one of the contesting 
candidates, namely, Shri Har Swaroop Vajpai, who vas mur- 
dered In the evemna of 23-12-84. 

The election programme, as .set out in para 2 of the 
petition was as follows ;— 


Last date of filing nomination paper 27-11-84. 

Dated of scrutiny of nomination paper 28-11-84, 

Date of withdrawal Of candidature 29-11-84. 

Date of poll if necessary 24-12-84. 

Date of counting of votes. 18-12-84. 


The petitioner being an clecter from 109—Rac Bareli 
Assembly Segment of the aforesaid Lok Sabha Constituency, 
filed his nominaiion yttper before the Rcturuing Officer. 
5^at happened theieaCter and how wag his nomination paper 
dealt with by the Returning Officer has been stated by him 
In para 5 of the election petition which is qiiolrd below 

“5. That in the FIcctrol Roll full' name of the petitioner 
Slfitlo Pia'cd Sonkar v.as not mentioned but it 
indicated petitir.r.er’s name as Shital by which name 
rl'c rethione" was commonly known. Rest of the 
details of the Electoral roll tallied with the details 
furniAed in llv nwr^nation paner by the petitioner 
including parentage, age and residence. The 
scrtibnv of the nomination paper was done by 
the Returning Officer on November. 28 1984. No 
obiection to the nomination paper of the petitioner 
was raised. However, the Returning Officer wrong¬ 
ly reiccicd the nomination paper of the pe'itioner 
on the ground that the name of the candidate in 


The fact refining to the other ground, namely, counter 
mairding of the poll on account of the death of Sri Har 
Swaroop Vajpai (one of Uie contesting candidates) are con¬ 
tained in naras 6 to U) of the petition, Para 6 of tlie peti¬ 
tion, wtiicll is relevant for the present pWirposcs. is quoted 
tdlow 

“6. That one Uar Swatoop Vajpai son of Sri Sada 
Shiv Bajpai resident of village Rampui SamOhdj 
P. S. Bachrawan district Rae Bareli was also a 
duly oonvinated contesting candidate for election 
to Lok Sabha from the said Rae Bareli Parliamen¬ 
tary Constituency^ His nomination paper after 
eorutiny under Section 36 of the R. P. Act was 
found valid and he did not withdraw his candidature 
under secti.rn 37 of thy R. P. Act. There was 
resentment in the constituencv on the candidature 
of Arun Nehru, respondent No. 1 and the align¬ 
ment Of parties and candidates immediately beforn 
the date of polf reduced the chances of success of 
the said Arun Kumar Nehru, respondent no. I. 
Sri Har Swaroop Vajpai had taken a leading part 
in the alignment of the candidates against Sri 
A. K. Nehru ond he became a potential danger to 
the respondent no. 1. In the evening of 23-12-1984 
dead body Of Sri Har .Swaroon Vaipai was found 
lying on l.ucknow-Rne Bareli .Road in betweert 
Bachrawan and Pohuravvi.m and this fact was 
reported by Constable Palhak of P. S. Bachrawan to 
Sirn;. Kamf.i alias Ram Rati Vnipayee, wife of the 
deceased Har Swaroop Vaipai nt 9 P.M. on Decem¬ 
ber, 23, 1984. The petitioner had also visited iho 
spot and had gone to iP. S. Bachrawan along with 
Sri J. N. Misra another contestinu candidate and it 
revealed at the P. S. that a wireless mess.nge 
had already been sent at 8,30 P.M. bv the Station 
Officer P. S, Bachrawan to the Control Room at 
Rae Raiell on December 23, 1984 about the murder 
of Har Swaroop Vajpai, The Returning Officer. 
Sri Pulhfi Chatterjeo. who also happened to be 
District Magistrate of Rae Bareli visited P, S, 
Bacharawan along with Superintendent of Police 
Rae P,arcli, on December 23. 1984 at 11 P. M. and 
.saw the dead body of Sri Har Swaroop Vaipai.” 

Tt has been ‘■.fated by the petitioner that Srimati Kamla. 
wife of Sri Har Sw.aroon Vaipai, wanted tn lodge ar» 
F.T R at P. S. Bacli'-awan hnt he nofice hesitated to record it 
under tfie influence of respondent no. 1. But uTfimatelv 
rt-^ I^TB, w;'- rec’or‘Vd at 4 IS ^ \T nri TVcreniber 24, 
1984 on a written report of Srimati Kamla and a crime 
c-.'se No. 167 nf 1084 unde- section 3C2 T.P.C. was registered 
at the uolic" station on the basi.s of the said report. An 
'‘tteinut tVas madr to tneel tUp Betr-’rimr Offi-cr carlv in 
the morning so that an application could be given to him 
for po”'’'t'^r-Tmud'nT tU" onll nn ar-nunt of the death rf 
ignr of the contesting rrndidates but the Returning Officer dul 
-p t ips^rad rent ord- throunr, 'his 
OriV-1v tfiat tfie 'tr-um wfio had none to meet him mav 
rontpct thr Assistant Returning GfTicrr. Sri Ram Chand 

Sr^v.nrtnvr, hut tt,.- A,«(i;tfint Petn-ning Offi-er deefinrd 

to accept the application on the ground, (which he is, said 
to b.ave rt-'-orded in v^rjlingl that be W'ls not competent to 
rr-eive docurueprs fo- apd op behalf of tbr Re.tUTn'ng Offl-er, 
The .Assistant Rctiirning Officer pin his signature below which 
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he put down the dale and time as December 24 1984 »t 
5.55 A.M. A ielesiam was aiso sent to the Election Com¬ 
missioner of India bv Sita, daughter of Sri Har Sawroop 
Vajpaj, at 12.30 P.M. on December 24, 1984. The counting 
Of votes took place on December 28, 1984 at Rae Bareli. 
A written request was made by one Sri Jagdish Narain Misra 
that the counting shonld be postponed a.s the entire prC’cesa ctf 
election, after the de.ath of Sri Har Swtiroop Vajpai, wa« 
void. The Reiuiniiig Officer did not accept the requeet 
and proceeded wish the counting of votes and deciured 
the result on Decenihcr 29, 1984 and respondent no. 1 
(Arun Kumar Nehru) was decinred elected. 

The prayer made in ihis eitclioii petition is that the elec¬ 
tion of respondent no. 1 be declared void. 

There are three jespandents in this election pciiuon. Res¬ 
pondent no. 1 is >he relumed candidate, nas.^ely, Sri Ama 
Kumar Nehru; respondent no. 2 is the Returning Officer 
and respondent no. 3 is the Assistant Returning OiUcer. 

Service of the notice of this election netition on respon¬ 
dent nos. 2 and 3 was hei'd to be sufiicienl by order dated 
9-7-85. Respondent no, 2 (Returning Officer) filed an appli¬ 
cation (Civil Misc. Application No. 53(E) of 1985) for 
time to file writen statement which was allowed and he 
was directed to file written statement bv 2nd September, 
1985. He did not file the written statement on 2nd Septem¬ 
ber, 1985 but then he filed an application (Civil Misc. 
Applicatipn No. 117(E) of 1985) under Section 86 of the 
Act for dismissing the election petition on the ground of 
non-compliance cf the provisions of Section 81(3) it ha* 
been pleaded by him in this application that the copy of 
the election petition which has been served on him is not 
the true copy Of the original election petition inasmuch as 
two paras of the election petition, namely, paras 5 and 6 
have not been typed out in the copy which has been 
served upon him nor is there a mention of parngraphs 
number in the verification clavKc. The copy also does, 
not bear the date. He has, along with this applicatioB, 
filed the original notice which was sen'ed upon him as also 
the copy of the election petition which was delivered to him 
and the original (registered) postal envelope in which the 
copy -(vas sent to hia?. 

The application w'iis filed on 10-10-85 before Hon’ble 
K. S. Varnrj.!, J. who directea it to be laid before m* 
today. A copy of tliis application was served on Sri J. K. 
Saini, counsel for the petitioner on 8-10-85. 

The petitioners, has filed an application (CM. An. No 
118(E) cf 1985) today in wiiich the prayer made is th.at he 
may be allowed to serve a t.aie copy of the election petition on 
.respondent no. 2. In the accompanying affidavit, it has been 
inicr ylia stated as under ;— 

' “4. That with reference to the content.s of paragraphs 
nos. 2 and 3 ol the affidavit, it is respectfully sub¬ 
mitted that the infirmities pointed bv Sr. Fulibck 
Chatterjee are not of subtantia! nature,' It appeal'* 
that the imfinnities creeped into the copies cerved 
on Shri Chatterjee cm account of inaclvertaPCc _ of 
the tynist wlio prepared the copies from the original 
■Election Petition for the riirposes_ of submission 
in the Court along with Election Petition r.nf are of 
merely typographical errors. The infirmilie.s ate 
neither deliberaie nor motivated. 

5. That the conle'O's of na'asraph No. 4 of the affidavit 
being mote reproduction of statutory provision, do not caH 
for ar.y reply. 

6. That the content.'; of pa-agraph no, 5 of the affidavit ar© 

ern ahaticailv denied. The a'ufged non-cumplianc'e !s of not 
such as to invite the extreme penaliv -cf dismnsnl of the 
Election Pedtion. 31ie '\-,n-vir' is anvis-cd -io star© that 
what is required in law, is complian.ps and .not 

literal. The dsnonent ai m .-ri',arc’ to state tn.rd it is 
well setifed tluit law dee'i v.ot. ta'?.e notice of nr nor mistakes. 

7. That in any case the deponent is readv to .serve on the 
respondent no. 2. a true copv of lie Election patitjcn. afresh 
and it woui'd be in the interest of justice to permit the peti¬ 
tioner to do so.” 


As observed earlier the respondent no. 2 (Returning 
AABcer) has filed tlic original nolkc, due copy of Eieaion 
Petition as also tire original registered cover. Counsel for 
the petitioner, Sri Amlesb Kumar Asthana, who has filed 
his power on belwff of the petitioner today has admitted the 
genuiness of these documents and has made on them the 
nece-ssai-y endorsement;, Sii J. K. Saini. the other counsel 
lor the petitioner, is also present. 

Ixamcd coun.sel for the petitioner ha,s .sabmittej that the 
lapse pointed out by respondent no 2 is a mere typing 
error v.i'T'Ch is liable to b; condoined particularly as the 
petitioner is ready and willing io supply fo re.spondeni no. 
2 a coi-iCci copy Of the election petition during the course 
of the day today so that lesporidcnt no. 2 may file ihe 
written staienienf by the ne.xi date fixed. 

In thi; copy of the eiectiun Fchlon seixed on re.spondent 
no. 2, paras 5 and 6 of the election petition (already repro¬ 
duced above) which contain substantia! allegation of facts 
ware ndmittedfy not included and the question is whether 
the non-inclusion of these paras in the copy which was 
•erveJ on respondent no. 2 is a mistake of a minor na'iiire 
Or is in the nature of inexcusable fatality. 

Section 81 of the .Aict provides as under 

“81. Presentation of i>etitions—(T) An election petition 
calling in question any-election-may be presented 
on one or more of the grovtnds specified in sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 100 and Section 101 to the 
High Court by anv candidate at such election or 
any elector within forty-five days from, but not 
earner than the dttte of election of the returned 
candi-.iate or il iirere are more than one returned 
Candida! e at the election and dates of their elec¬ 
tion ;ire dillerent, the later of those two dates. 

Explanation.—In ihis siib-secfion, ‘elector’ means a person 
who was entitled to vote at tie election to which the elec¬ 
tion petition relaits, whether he has voted at Such efSC'tion 
or not. 

(3) Every election petition shall be accompanied bv as 
many conies thereof a; tirere are respondents mentioned in 
the petition and every such copy shall be atlested bv the 
petitioner luider his own signature to be a true copy of 
t-e petition.” 

Section 81(3) auoteri above consists cf two parts :— 

(i) Every election petition shall be accompanied by 
as many copies as there are respondents mentioned 
irP the petition and, 

(ii) evei'v copy shall be attested bv the petitioner under 
his own si-jn-iture to be a true copy of the petition. 

The consequence of non-compliance with the above provi¬ 
sions is indicased in Section 86(1) which may also be 
quoted below ; - 

“86. Trial of Election petitions. 

(1) The High Court shall dismiss an election petitior. 
which does not comply with the provisions of 
Section 81 or Siecti'Sn 82 or Section 117.” 

The cinguaste cniployed ii, tli’' p.,o.:-.ons contained in 
Section 81(3) anfi The consequence ot non-tomplianc; with 
t'nat provisifop. mate it clear that the provisions are mandatory. 

In -Safya Narain vs. Dhoja Ram (A.I.R. 1974 S.C. 1185) 
It was laid 'town as under .—■ 

‘•We nrc tip; cfoia. A,•’!!'>•’ cf iN'inion that the first 
“j-T-r ,.f 1 gr(3i with v.-’iiicb we arc mainl/ 

ccrcucei'ii .nT if'ca! is a pei'eraptorv luovisiotv 
and tot'd r;;> i W'th ihe same will entail 

disi-i'jsal of tlia election petition under section 86 of 
the Ast.’ 

(Emphasis supplied). 
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8. Tlie second pail nf Section 8t(3) has also sinoe been 
held to be mandatory. In Shniit-ud-Din vs. Abdul Ghaui 
Lone (A.I.R, 1981) S.C. .30.G, it lias been observed by the 
Supreme Court as under - 

“It is true that Scclion Kli3i of the Act is purely proce¬ 
dural in character and that ordinarily procedurnt 
la\',' shourd not be yiven that primacy by court* 
as would defeat tlia ends! of justice. Hut if a 
even ihough it may be proccdiiial m character 
insists ihat an ucl inu.st be done in a particular 
inr.nm;i and furlbcr piovido* (hat ccitaiu conse¬ 
quence shoiikl follow if the act is lot done la 
tliat manner, courts hare no option but to cnfoiMc 
the law as it is.'* 

Three other Supreme Court decisions, uamefy, M. 
Karonanidbi v. H.V. Ilandii (A.I.R. 19&3 S-C- 558); 
Mithilcsh Kumar v.s. flaidytinath (A.I.R. 1984 S.C. 305); 
Rajetidra Singh v. Smt, U.slia Rani and others (A.I.R. 19IM- 
S.C. 956) arc jiidi^nients of equally effective judicial impact 
ai the Supreme Court did not, in these cases, tolerate at>f 
departure from the niandiitorv requirements of law. 

The provi.sion! of Seotion 81(3) beinc no.iQdalory. non- 
corapliance thereof has to re.stilt in the dismissal of the 
cl'cction petition ns contempluted by Section 86(1). 

An tlection petition has, therefore, to comply with both the 
parts' of Section 81 (.3), i.c. he has not only t® file as many copi*? 
of the election petition as there arc respondents, ho has 
also to attest each copy under his own signature to be a 
true copy of the petition. 

In three recenl decision.s of the Sunieme Couri, namdy, 
M, Karunanidhi v. H. V. Honda and others (A.I.R- 19W* 
S.C. 558); Mithlesh Kumar Pandey vs. Daij Nath Yado^ 
(A.T.R, 1984 S.C. 30.5 and Rajendra Singh Vi. Smt. Usba 
Rani and others (A.I.R. 1984 S.C. 956) the election peti¬ 
tions wcie dismissed for non-compliance of Section 81(3) 
as the petitioner had filed incorrect copies with the election 
petition. In Rajendra SingU's case (.supra) their Lordships 
of the Supreme Court observed that a perusal of Section 
81(3) and Section 86 of the Act gives the imptession Uuw 
.they do not contemplate filing of incorrect copies at aTl 
and if the election petitioner disregards the mandate con¬ 
tained in Section 81(3) by filing incorrect copies, ho takes 
the risk ol the petit "on being dismissed in fimino under 
Section 86. 

In view of the frict that paragraphs 5 and 6 of the 
original petition have not been included in the copy which 
has) been served on respondent no. 2, the copy cannot be 
said to be a true copy of the original within the meaning 
of Section 81(31 of Ihe .Act and, therefore, the Consequances 
indicated in Section 86(1) have to follow as laid down by 
Hon’ble the Suprem,' Court in the case referred to above. 

The contention of the learned counsel for the petitioner 
that the omission wa.s liable to be condoned as it w.as ;i 
mere typing error, cannot be accepted because at the time 
of filing of tile election petition in this Court, tare should 
have been taken to see that the copies of the pethion arc 
true copies of the original. As a matter of fact, the copy 
which has been .served on lespondcnt no. 2 has bc(;B endors¬ 


ed by the petitioner himseff under his own signature ad 
true copy Of the uriginul. He cannot legally pray for an 
oppoiTLinily to scive a fresh copy oi the election petition 
On lespondent no. 2 in addition to the copy already served 
on him. As a matter of fact, C.M. An. No. 118(E) ol 
1985 filed by the petitioner today is a totally misconceived 
application and is based on ignorance of the provi-sions of 
the Representation of People Act. 1951 under which such 
aa application is uut maintainable. The defect in not in- 
chiding paragraph 5 and 6 of the Election Petition in the 
copy is fatal and cannot be cured by allowing the petitioner 
i® scivc another copy of the election petition on respon¬ 
dent no. 2. 

The Rile of substantial compliance as laid dow.a by tho 
Supreme Court in \furarka Radhcy Shyara Ram Kumar v*. 
Roop Singh Rathore and others (A.I.R. 1964 S.C 1545) 
and Ch. Snbbaiao vs. Member, Election Tribunal (A.I.R. 
1964 S.C, 1027) will not be applicable to the facts of tho 
present case as in Mui'arka’s case (supra) the only defect* 
pointed out were that tho copy of the petition did not 
eontoin the signature of the petitioner only at the foot 
«f the petition although the originaf petition did not coO- 
hUD a signature at that place and that the Verification clauto 
•f the copy did not contt(in para 14-g(il), while in Subbarao'9 
OBse (supra) the word “ture copy" was not mentioned on thp 
copy although it was a carbon copy of the typed script of 
the oiiginal and cvety page of tho copy was attested by 
the petitioner under his signature to be a true copy. r 

An election petition has! to comply with the requirements 
of Section 81 of the Act at tlic time when it i.s originally 
presented to an aiithoiiscd Officer of tho High Court and 
no sucit tlefcct can be permitted to be rectified at any thtio 
thcicafiei. The lUl'e of substantial compliance has ' no 
application to a cose of nhn-compliance of the mandatory 
provisions of Section 81(3). An election contest is not an 
action at law or a suit in equity but is a purely statutory 
proceeding u-nknown to the common law and the Court 
possesses no common law power (See lagan Nath v. .Taswant 
Singh : .A.I.R. 1954 S.C. 210, N, P. Ponnuseanii v. Re¬ 
turning Offlcci Naniakkal Conatitilencv : A.I.R. 1952 S.C. 
€4 and Charon I.al Sahy vs. Nandkishore Bhatt A.I.R. 
1973 S.C. 2464). 

In view of the above, the fwtitioner’s appl’icaiion (C, M, 
Application No. n8(E) of 1985) which he has filed today 
and in which he has' prayed for permission to serve another 
oopy of the ek’Clion petition on respondent no. 2 is rejected. 

S he application of respondent no. 2 (C. M. Application 
d. 117(E) Of 1985) by which he has prayed that the 
Section petition may be dismissed under Section 86 of tho 
Act is hereby (dlowed and the election petition is dismissed 
for non-compriance of the mandatory provisions of Section 
81(3) of the ,\ct. Re.spondent No. 2 will bo entitled to hi* 
costs. 

Let Election Cou.miission of India and the Speaker of 
the House of Parliament be informed and an authenticated 
copy cf this judgement be sent to the Election Commission 
as lequired by (be Act. 

Sdl- 

S. SAGHIR AHMAD. 
n-l(>.l9K5. 
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